GANDHARI AND THE EARLY CHINESE BUDDHIST TRANSLATIONS

RECONSIDERED: THE CASE OF THE SADDHARMAPUNDARIKASUTRA DANIEL BOUCHER CORNELL UNIVERSITY
Scholars have for several decades now assumed that most if not virtually all of the Indic texts transmitted to China in the first few centuries of the Common Era were written in a Northwest Middle Indic language widely known as Gfndhari. Much of the data for this hypothesis has derived from the reconstructed pronunciation of Chinese transcriptions of Indian proper names and Buddhist technical terms contained in the early Chinese Buddhist translations. This paper, inspired by the recent brilliant work of Seishi Karashima, attempts to reexamine this assumption from another angle. A closer look at problems in the translation process itself reveals that the collaboration of the Chinese members of the early translation teams may have been instrumental in formulating the final shape these renderings assumed. Such a realization will require us to reassess our use of these documents for the history of Indian Buddhist languages and texts.
I. THE GANDHARI HYPOTHESIS
IT HAS FOR SOME TIME NOW been assumed that many if not most of the early Chinese Buddhist translations derive from originals written in Northwest Middle Indic. A number of scholars have attempted to show that the reconstructed pronunciation of many of the Chinese transcriptions of Indian proper names and Buddhist technical terms in these translations reflect a Prakrit source text that has much in common with, and perhaps is even identical to, a language now widely known as Gandhari.
While there can be little doubt that the Chinese translators often heard recitations of Indic texts that were heavily Prakritized, containing a number of features that coincide with what we know of the Gandhari language, it is not as certain that they saw such texts. This is to say, what has not been sufficiently taken into consideration is the fundamentally oral/aural nature of the translation process in China. This paper is an attempt to take I have been fortunate to receive the kind advice and suggestions of several scholars who read an earlier version of this paper. I would like at this point to extend my profound gratitude to Victor H. Mair and Seishi Karashima for comments on things Chinese; to Klaus Wille and Jens-Uwe Hartmann on various Indian matters; to Richard Salomon and G6rard Fussman for very useful suggestions on Gandhari matters; and to Jan Nattier and Paul Harrsion for miscellaneous suggestions throughout. All of these scholars contributed greatly in helping me to avoid a number of mistakes; those that remain are where I strayed alone. such a process into account and to raise some caveats with regard to our understanding of the underlying Indian language of these translations.
Until quite recently, there were few thorough examinations of the early Chinese Buddhist translations. With the exception of a few brave Japanese souls, scholars of both Indian and Chinese Buddhism have generally been put off by the difficult if not at times impenetrable language of these texts. Moreover, there has been little to attract scholars to these abstruse texts. While the translations of the first few centuries of the Common Era had considerable impact on the gentry Buddhism that emerged after the collapse of the Han dynasty, they were subsequently eclipsed by the translations of Kumarajiva and his successors. It was these later translations that had a greater impact on the development of the indigenous schools of Chinese Buddhism.
From the other side of the Himalayas, Indologists have generally questioned-with good reason-the reliability of these first attempted translations as documents for the study of Indian Buddhism. The majority of our historical data-prefaces, colophons, early bibliographies, etc. Karashima makes it clear that the situation is more complicated than generally stated: "As we have seen above, the original language of the Chang ahan jing is not something that can be simply decided upon as Gandhari. When one looks at the particulars, complex aspects emerge in which elements of Sanskritization, Prakrits, and local dialects were harmonized in addition to specific features of the Northwest dialect. We may still be able to call this dialect Gandhari in a broad sense, with the necessary proviso that it differs considerably from the Gandhari language as reflected in the Northwest inscriptions" (Karash- Since a good deal is known about the sound systems of various Middle Indic dialects and the ways they differed from that of Sanskrit, the Chinese forms sometimes allow us to guess whether the original language of a particular text had a certain feature in common with Sanskrit or was more similar to one or more of the Prakrits. When care is taken to avoid circularity, information obtained in this way can, I believe, be safely used in the reconstruction of BTD [Buddhist Transcriptional
Dialect(s)].26
This brief overview of the development of the "Gandhari hypothesis" should make clear that the evidence marshalled to date concerning the role of this Northwest Middle Indic language in the transmission of Buddhism to China is rather meager. It has in general been founded upon a small body of transcriptions, principally from a few sutras in the Dirghagama only. And the conjectures concerning the underlying Indic language of these transcriptions have been repeated sufficiently to qualify now as "facts."
But there are other problems. From the Indian side, this hypothesis has gained so much credibility as to inhibit the consideration of other Prakrits or mixtures of Prakrits as possible source languages. It is, of course, possible, perhaps even probable, that texts composed in Central Indian Prakrits were funneled through the Northwest language on route to China. Such a transmission could have imprinted upon these texts a number of orthographic and dialectical features of the Gandhari language. But at the very least this would have resulted ten in Gandhari ... seems to make good sense in terms of the historical situation and has been supported by linguistic arguments by Bailey and Brough" (Pulleyblank 1983, 84) .
26 Coblin 1983 , 34-35. Coblin's study does in fact add a considerable amount of data to the transcriptional corpus from some of the earliest translations of Buddhist texts into Chinese, though much more work remains to be done. Moreover, Coblin has suggested a more cautious approach to the underlying Indic languages vis-a-vis the Chinese transcriptions in his more recent study, Coblin 1993, 871-72. in texts that were linguistically mixed in some very complicated and difficult-to-discern ways. I will return to this issue again at the end of this paper.
On the Chinese side, scholars have typically assumed that the transcriptional evidence accurately reflects the Indian source language. This takes for granted that the Chinese scribes-and it was almost always Chinese scribes who took down the final text-were able accurately and consistently to distinguish the Indian phonemes and find suitable equivalents for them with sinographsall with no real knowledge of Sanskrit or Prakrit. Some of the evidence gathered below will call this into question, at least with regard to one of the early translation teams. More importantly, however, even if the Chinese did for the most part accurately record the sound of an Indic word, that does not demonstrate that the word was written in the Indian manuscript as they heard it. This problem has been summarized by Heinz Bechert:
[W]e can only view with the greatest scepticism any attempts to come to conclusions about pronunciation on the basis of orthography, since we must never lose sight of the broad spectrum of possible divergences between orthography and pronunciation that we are familiar with from our knowledge of the development of other languages and from examination of later stages in the evolution of the Indic languages themselves.27
Thus on the Chinese side we have to consider the problem in reverse: evidence for a particular pronunciation of an Indic locution does not ipso facto indicate the language in which that text was written. It is this problem that I will attempt to explore in more detail in this paper.
II. AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH
In light of the problems discussed above, I shall attempt a somewhat different approach to examining the influence of Middle Indic-particularly Gandhari-on the early Chinese Buddhist translations. I will, first of all, restrict this investigation to one text. We know all too well that Indian Buddhist texts were not transmitted to China in a single installment. They were brought over a period of several centuries by an ethnically diverse group of missionaries28 who themselves hailed from a 27 Bechert 1991, 17. 28 We call these early translators "missionaries" by convention; while it is likely that their endeavors included activities that we would typically label as missionizing, there is increasing evidence that suggests some of them may have been more variety of Indian and Central Asian locales. In this way I hope to avoid generic statements about "the" linguistic medium of transmission.
Furthermore, rather than focusing upon the Chinese transcriptions of Indian names and terms, which, as I have suggested, raise a number of problems not all of which can be controlled, we shall look instead at mistakes in translation that were due in all probability to phonological confusions caused by a Prakritic or Central Asian pronunciation of the text. It is my contention-to be fleshed out below-that the fundamentally oral/aural nature of the translation process in China led to a number of problems of interpretation for Chinese assistants on these teams who had limited skills in Indian languages.
For this purpose we are very fortunate to have the recent and brilliant study by Seishi Karashima,29 whose work has broken entirely new ground in the study of these early translations. He has meticulously combed through the earliest Chinese translation of the Saddharmapundarikasutra-that of Dharmaraksa,30 whose translation is dated to 286 C.E.-and has provided a point-by-point analysis of the agreements and disagreements of Dharmaraksa's translation with all of the extant Sanskrit manuscript remains as well as with the fifthcentury version of Kumarajiva. In so doing he has also offered ingenious explanations of some of the discrepancies between Dharmaraksa's text and those of the various Sanskrit manuscripts which may stem from confusions caused by a more Prakritic-and, as I will argue, oral/ aural-transmission of the text.
The advantages of concentrating our attention on the Saddharmapundarikasutra (hereafter SP) then are manifold. We possess extensive manuscript finds with con- differentiate translation mistakes from redactional variations, something that can seldom be done with most Indian Buddhist texts.31 Nevertheless, despite this quantity of manuscript material, it cannot be assumed that we can always proceed with full knowledge of the Indic "original" underlying Dharmaraksa's translation. We will return to this problem throughout the paper. The fact that the earliest translation of the SP is by Dharmaraksa is also helpful for this examination. Besides the fact that he was one of the most prolific of the early translators during the formative period of Buddhism in China, we have a fair amount of information concerning his life and translation procedures that will bear upon our consideration of the range of forces operating in this translation. He is, for example, one of the first of the foreign translators who is reported by Chinese biographers to have been fluent in both Sanskrit and Chinese as well as the full range of Central Asian languages. Our evidence for mistakes in the translation, then, will provoke us to reexamine these reports from the native hagiographies as well as provide clues concerning the actual dynamic among the participants on the translation teams.
In the evidence amassed below, I have in general followed Karashima's lead in the analysis of the philological problems presented by Dharmaraksa's translation. Nevertheless, there are a number of places where I cannot accept Karashima's readings-places where I believe he may have pushed the Prakritic explanation further than is warranted. I have, therefore, despite Karashima's huge body of evidence, cited only what I view to be valid examples of confusions based upon a more heavily Prakritic transmission of the text. Then, having looked at such phonological problems, I will turn to an examination of two colophons to the translation that reveal much about the process by which it was rendered into Chinese as well as some of its early life in China. I will follow this with a look at other kinds of evidence from the translation that expose in different ways the complexity of the data for evaluating the underlying Indic language. It is hoped that such a problematizing of an early Chinese translation will provide some important caveats for the use of these texts by both Sinologists and Indologists. There appears to be a confusion here between -dhura (burden) and -dura (long distance); note also the confusion between aspirate and non-aspirate consonants which will be discussed below. We should also mention that this rendering of this bodhisattva's name occurs in the works of previous translators, for example, Zhi Qian's early third-century translation of the Vimalakirtinirdesasatra (Taisho 474, vol. 14, 519b.15). Thus we must always allow for the possibility that such a name could have been drawn from an established lexicon of translation equivalents and would not therefore represent evidence for the underlying language of this Indic original.38
Besides these there are also a number of other vocalic confusions, but many are confusions of quality rather than length and are either common in many Prakrits or represent problems of a different nature. Thus they cannot be used to indicate a Gandhari source.
Confusions Related to Consonants
There are quite a number of mistakes in Dharmaraksa's translation that appear to be due to confusions between aspirated and unaspirated voiced consonants in both initial and intervocalic position. Weakness of aspiration-discerned from occasional interchange of aspirated and unaspirated stops in Gandhari texts and inscriptions-is frequently cited as a defining feature of Gandhari among the Prakrits and is especially common among the consonants g/gh and d/dh (Burrow 1937 We presumably have here a confusion between gamisyate (he will go) and gavesyate (he will seek). Despite Brough's comment above, the interchange between these two roots is common in the Gandhari documents from Niya (cf. Burrow 1937, ?50).
Confusion Between ks and c/ch
One of the distinguishing features of Gandhari Prakrit in kharosthi script is the preservation of a distinct sign for the conjunct ks, a conjunct that is assimilated in all other Prakrits (see Burrow 1937 This man (= the father) consoled him, explaining matters to him fully: "there will be the highest quality gold gathered here, and it will be provided for you as utensils for eating and drinking; you will oversee all of the accounts, tasks, and servants."
My rendering is by no means certain, and given the considerable disparity between Dharmaraksa's translation and the parallel Sanskrit, we should expect certain difficulties. Karashima has attempted to account for several more of the differences between the Sanskrit and Chinese versions as phonological confusions (Krsh, 87). However such an explanation appears less certain here.
ical passage written in practically the same language as Dhp., has no trace of the Dhp. distinction between n and n. We are left with the impression that Dhp. in this respect represents a normalization which may be due to the influence of another literary Prakrit, or belongs to a limited territory within the area covered by this dialect, where the treatment of n was different" (Konow 1936, 607 Taken by themselves, then, confusions related to nasalization are inconclusive with regard to the underlying language or script of Dharmaraksa's source text. But taken with the growing body of other problems in this translation, we might be just as inclined to see here mistakes in the interpretation of Dharmaraksa's recitation of the Indic text by assistants with just enough knowledge of Sanskrit to confuse themselves in situations for which context did not clearly decide among the alternatives for them. This would be all the more likely if Dharmaraksa's recitation of the source text was influenced by pronunciation habits in which heavy syllables-especially in verse-were represented haphazardly.
III. THE CHINESE TRANSLATION PROCESS
In the above survey of the linguistic data for a possible Gandhari influence on the transmission of the Indic text of the SP, I have on a number of occasions referred to Dharmaraksa's recitation of the Indic text and to his assistants' possible misunderstandings of specific locutions. Before proceeding with an evaluation of the presented data or offering additional evidence, I should pause to consider in more detail the process by which Dharmaraksa's translation attained its final form. In fact, it is my contention that this process had a significant and hitherto underestimated effect on the shape of these early Chi- nese translations-an effect that clearly must be taken into account in the search for the underlying language of the source text. Given the rather sizeable body of documentation of this process in China-colophons, prefaces, and bibliographers' notices-we can often reconstruct in broad terms the roles of the Indian or Central Asian missionary, his assistants, and his Chinese scribes in traversing the huge linguistic and cultural divide separating the Indian and Chinese worlds. The general steps of this process have been conveniently summarized by Erik Ziircher:
The master either had a manuscript of the original text at his disposal or he recited it from memory. If he had enough knowledge of Chinese (which was seldom the case) he gave an oral translation (k'ou-shou IlR), otherwise the preliminary translation was made, "transmitted", by a bilingual intermediary (ch'uan-i 4iW). Chinese assistants-monks as well as laymen-noted down the translation (pi-shou !), after which the text was submitted to a final revision (cheng-i IE-, chiao-ting 1 t). During the work of translation, and perhaps also on other occasions, the master gave oral explanations (k'ou- Hurvitz's speculation-and that is all this is-is dubious for two reasons. For one, despite the Chinese-looking personal names, it is not impossible that they were both naturalized Indians living in China. Secondly, if they were Chinese, it is likely that they were monks, given that they had adopted the ethnikon of a foreign master, perhaps even Dharmaraksa himself (cf. (Link 1960, 30) . None of these positions is fully satisfying. To "issue" an Indian text is to bring it out of its native guise, to make it available. That process, however, required at least two steps that were not necessarily performed by the same person. The Indian text had to be recited aloud, its esoteric script being otherwise impenetrable to native assistants. It also had to be glossed in Chinese, since the Indic sounds were no less befuddling than the manuscript. While we can reasonably hypothesize that Dharmaraksa both recited the Indian text of the SP and explained it in at least general terms for his Chinese assistants, it is unlikely that chu can be thought of as "to translate" in the way that we now use the word. 79 Shitan l1tfW appears to be a translation-transcription of our purposes it is important to note that several years after the original work of the translation committee-the committee upon whom the recitation of the Indic text was conferred and by whom it was translated, written down, and proofread-Dharmaraksa independently changed its shape. It is this revised text that we presumably have received.
Having discussed in some detail what is known about the method by which the SP was translated in 286, we can begin to reconsider our evidence for the connection between the underlying language of Dharmaraksa's Indic text and Gandhari Prakrit. Dharmaraksa's recitation of the SP was almost certainly influenced by a recension of the text containing many more Prakritic forms than any of the manuscripts that have come down to us, not to mention the likelihood of interference from his native language and the habits of his Indian teacher. We may seriously question then whether his Chinese assistant or assistants would have been able consistently to distinguish Indic locutions whose pronunciation in Prakrit-whichever Prakrit-would have presented numerous opportunities for confusion.
Thus mistakes such as the bho(n)ti/bodhi confusion can hardly be attributed to Dharmaraksa. If it is possible that Dharmaraksa could have read a manuscript that interchanged bh and b (e.g., a kharosthi manuscript in Gandhari Prakrit), it is nearly impossible that the same manuscript would have also added aspiration to -(n)ti.83 The fact that most instances of both bho(n)ti and bodhi in the text are translated correctly makes it all the more unlikely that the person with the greatest knowledge of Indic languages would have confused these words only occasionally. On the contrary, it is not difficult to imagine a CJinese assistant with an incomplete knowledge of The confusion between jiana and dhyana provides additional information concerning pronunciation. We know that the consonant clusters in both words would have been assimilated to nearly homophonous sounds in at least some contexts (jni > jj > j and dhy > jh with loss of perceived aspiration). This is further confirmed by the fact that jiina is also confused with jana (people): But even if this hypothesis be accepted-and it is certainly not clear that it should be-the underlying language of the text is still not determined. As Edgerton has convincingly demonstrated, Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit orthography can be quite misleading as an index of actual pronunciation.99 It is clear from an examination of the verse portions of BHS texts that these sitras were originally pronounced with far more Prakritic features than are now preserved in the manuscripts. For example, the most widely occurring meter in the SP is the tristubhjagati, which requires that the third, sixth, seventh, and ninth syllables be light. Thus a consonant conjunct occurring initially in a following syllable would have to be pronounced as assimilated even if it were not resolved orthographically. In one of the examples just cited, acintika kotisahasra jndne, the ninth syllable, -sra must be metrically light, though orthographically it is heavy by position, being followed by the conjunct jfi-which must therefore have been assimilated in actual pronunciation.
What is not as clear from the Indic texts, however, is exactly how such conjuncts would have been assimilated. In the case of jni-there are a number of possibilities: j,(< jj), n (e.g., ndna), n (e.g., and < djfn), and n (e.g., ndna) (cf. Pischel 1955 of the examples we have considered in this section are from verse. Unless I have seriously misinterpreted the data, there appears to be evidence that Dharmaraksa may in fact have pronounced the same word (jiina) in various contexts in different ways, though this data also suggests that his manuscript would have at least sometimes written this word as jana. We would be hard pressed to account for the range of mistakes otherwise.'1 It is difficult to know what to make of this phenomenon of "double translation." One is tempted to speculate-and, of course, only that-that given their obvious limitations in Indian linguistic matters, the Chinese assistants may have believed that both meanings of similarly pronounced expressions inhered in the Indic term before them. In some cases this stretches our imagination to rather severe limits, and we are left to explain the often extreme semantic disparity of words in such translation "binomes." We might, at the very least, hypothesize that whoever was responsible for these double translations in all probability viewed both meanings as somehow compatible with the reading of the text. It is difficult, it seems to me, to attribute these double translations to the sole agency of Dharmaraksa himself. Surely he could not have understood such Chinese renderings as sensible. On the contrary, such a hypothesis highlights not only the linguistic shortcomings of his Chinese assistants-in this case almost certainly Nie Chengyuan-but also a rather underdeveloped knowledge of fundamental Buddhist terms and ideas. Nevertheless, these examples may merit a broader and more systematic investigation, as they could illuminate more precisely the burgeoning attempts of Chinese Buddhist literati to deal with a thoroughly linguistic and religious "other" for the first time in Chinese history.
In the following few sections I would like to discuss other kinds of data that do not primarily depend upon phonetic confusions caused by the pronunciation of the 100 It is important to recognize, however, that these translations of jndna and dhydna do not require a text written in Gandhari Prakrit, but only a Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit manuscript read aloud under the influence of a Prakrit dialect in which both jn-and dhy-were assimilated to -(jh-). We cannot assume that Indian texts were pronounced by Central Asians in Indian fashion. Even in the Buddhist Sanskrit texts preserved at It is difficult to determine to which of these two Sanskrit recensions (among others: cf. Krsh, 91) Dharmaraksa's translation corresponds. Dharmaraksa's xing xing 'ttf could reflect either carya or adhydsaya; his taren If1,2 seems to render Kashgar's pa(re)sa satvana but his yiqie qunmeng -3JiJ could also be an attempt to translate sarvesa sattvdna of KN. Regardless of the redactional differences, it appears that Dharmaraksa has mistakenly taken janamandh (or prajdnamdnah) as consisting of two words: jdna-(men) and -mdnd.h (thoughts) rather than as a participle derived from \Ijia. Karashima proposed that Dharmaraksa's ta it (stupa)-completely out of place here-derives from a confusion between the abstract suffix -tva in arhatve and one of the Middle Indic words for stupa (thuva), one that is attested in inscriptions from Mathura and Taxila.'02 This would assume a confusion between the aspirated and unaspirated dental consonants, noted already above, as well as the regular development of p > v. We would also have to presume the insertion of an epenthetic -u-, here under the influence of the labial semivowel, again a fairly common Prakritic development (cf. von Hinuber 1986, ?155). While this explanation may seem to stretch credibility, it is difficult to discern an alternative. In addition, the syntax of Dharmaraksa's translation, generously strained in my own rendering, suggests that he did not perceive both kotisahasran bahavah and sadabhijndn as referring to mahdbhdgdn (literally, "those possessed of a great share," thus the highly fortunate, illustrious, and in religious contexts, the virtuous and holy).'03 This verse then provides yet another piece of evidence for the erratic-to put it charitably-knowledge of Sanskrit grammar of Dharmaraksa's translation team.
Mistaken Division of Words
We have already noted several examples above in which Dharmaraksa or his assistants misconstrued a passage by dividing the words in the sentence improperly. In one case, for example, Dharmaraksa took vividhair updyaih as vividhai rupai(yaih). I will note two other apparent cases of such a mistake. passage that focused upon nimittacdri, albeit in a rather strained fashion.
Dharmaraksa has confused here two meanings of the verb vydv/kr: "to elucidate, explain" and "to predict, prophesize" (cf. BHSD, 517); the syntax of this clause is seriously strained by this misconstrual. Clearly the person responsible for these renderings was not able consistently to appreciate the precise nuances of certain Buddhist technical terms. One of the issues raised by these various misunderstandings within Dharmaraksa's translation-be they phonetic, semantic, or grammatical-is to understand why Dharmaraksa and/or his translation assistants interpreted certain words or phrases correctly in some places but not in others. While a systematic survey of all the possibilities is well beyond the scope of this paper, I would like to examine at least one clear case of the role that seems to have been played by the context in which certain words occur within the text.
We examined two instances above in which the epithet lokavidu (one who understands the world) was construed as *lokapitu ( What we find then is considerable inconsistencyredactional differences aside-in the way Dharmaraksa handles the term lokavid(u) when it occurs outside the context of the standard list of the ten epithets of a buddha. How shall we account for this? Should we hypothesize that Dharmaraksa himself misconstrued the word when it was isolated from the standard list? This is certainly a possibility. However, it would seem at least curious that the very translator who adequately and sometimes expertly translated many more technical passages elsewhere in the text would have sometimes understood a standard title of a buddha and sometimes not. To shore up this portrait of the dynamic within the translation team, I offerred additional linguistic data that illustrate a range of problems of rather different types. First, I examined the phenomenon of "double translations" whereby two different Sanskrit words whose pronunciation had coalesced in Prakrit or Central Asian pronunciation were rendered side by side in Dharma-here Dharmaraksa not only misread the text, but produced a translation that is transparently incoherent. Thus, when the colophon states that this translation was proofread by a Kuchean layman and an Indian sramana, such mistakes remind us to take such information cum grano salis.
Moreover, there is no reason to assume that Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit manuscripts were not transmitted in kharosthi script. Among the kharosthi documents discovered at Niya are two that are written in Sanskrit: document no. 511 is composed in a mixed Buddhist Sanskrit with a number of Prakritisms and document no. 523 is in pure classical Sanskrit, replete with long vowels, visarga, virama, and proper sandhi."8 These documents were certainly composed by someone conversant with the brahmi script as indicated by the fact that the verses are numbered in both documents with brahmi numerals. In all probability, the modifications to the kharosthi script that made correct Sanskrit possible would have occurred under a brahmi influence."9
In addition to mistakes based upon phonological confusions, we have also found evidence for grammatical misunderstandings, mistaken division of words, and connotative misrenderings-all of which again point to a translator with limited skill in Indic languages. We dis- In short, what this rather sizable mass of data would seem to indicate is that the evidence for the underlying ing from such parts-with, as I have indicated, only sporadic success. 121 The fact that the Chinese translations are nearly always attributed to one usually foreign translator, in our case Dharmaraksa, and not his committee has more to do with concerns for legitimation and orthodoxy in China than with historical accuracy. Antonino Forte has astutely observed: "The assignment of the responsibility for a translation was an extremely important matter as its purpose was to reassure the Buddhist establishment and the government of the full authenticity and orthodoxy of a work. This need to make one person responsible often meant that the actual contribution of other members of the team tended to be unacknowledged. The paradox thus often arose of the accredited translator, usually a foreigner, being unable to speak or write Chinese, while the actual translators received so little attention that, but for the colophons at the end of a number of translations, we would often not have even known their names" (Forte 1984, 316 Brough demonstrated that while this supposed translation certainly did no justice to AryagSra's poetic masterpiece, it was related to it in a particular way. The Chinese who worked on this text clearly did not understand the Sanskrit, but they did recognize-sometimes erroneouslycertain Sanskrit words in an order parallel enough to the Sanskrit text to rule out chance association. For a recent attempt to explain the reason behind this stark decline in translation competence, see Bowring 1992. Of course Dharmaraksa's SP translation is not nearly so incompetent as this pathetic attempt; but it is illuminating to observe that Chinese understandings of Sanskrit texts were perhaps always focused at the lexical level, excluding those few pilgrims who had studied in India. 123 The gist of this long digression is that any proposal that a Chinese Buddhist translation derives from Gandhari must also take into account the complex history of Indian Buddhist texts, generally, and the process of their translation into Chinese, specifically. Given the importance of such philological discussions for Buddhist textual history, we obviously must proceed carefully.133 133 The recent acquisition of several new kharosthi script/ Gandhari Prakrit Buddhist texts by the British Library will, we hope, add important new data to our very partial understanding of Gandharan textual history. See the preliminary report on these manuscripts by Salomon (1997) . It is interesting to note that all of the texts identified among these new manuscripts Despite all the uncertainties, I hope to have shown that these early Chinese translations hold tremendous potential for advancing our knowledge about the language of the Buddhist texts transmitted from India in the first half of the first millennium. Above all else it should be evident that we need fewer generic statements that merely repeat the scholarly assumptions of our predecessors and more focused studies-one text at a time-that unpack the philological clues contained in these mongrel documents. Karashima's study is but the first serious attempt in this regard. Obviously we are in need of many more.
to date belong to a mainstream-probably Dharmaguptakaorder. Thus there remains no Indian textual evidence to link the Gandhiri language and the early Mahayana, though, of course, we cannot exclude the possibility of still more discoveries. BIBLIOGRAPHY 
